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ABSTRACT 
 
The study examined cooperative aids to members’ livelihood among fishing 
communities in Anambra North agricultural zone of Anambra State consisting of 
seven (7) LGAs. A notable problem that appears to be confronting fishery activities 
in the study area is that of developing appropriate and effective organization or 
institution such as cooperatives to mobilize and induce members of the rural 
fishing community to a greater productive effort. Rural fishers who are 
characterized by low income, low resource utilization, small or outdated fishing 
gadgets and unprofessionalism, find it difficult to pool their resources together in 
order to raise their income and substantially improve their living conditions. The 
study examined socio-economic background of the fisher-members of the farmers 
multipurpose cooperative societies; Identified forms of aids fisher-members 
received from their cooperatives; determined the advancement in the livelihood 
status of fisher-members after joining farmers cooperatives; and determined the 
reduction in the constraining factors to the fishing enterprises of the members  
after joining cooperatives. Multi-stage sampling techniques were used to collect 
data from 300 respondents. Simple descriptive and inferential statistics were used 
in analyzing the data. OLS regression model was also used to test the hypotheses. 
Hypothesis one was significant at 5% level of probability while hypothesis two 
was rejected because the Z-cal was greater than the Z-tab. However, the study 
concluded that cooperative aids to members’ livelihood among fishing 
communities in the study area are required which include improving fishing skills, 
preservation/ roasting, net weaving techniques, net casting, and boat 
rehabilitation training. It is therefore, recommended that farmers should be 
encouraged in organizing themselves into cooperative in order to improve their 
access to Government facilities among others. 
 
Key words: Fishery, agricultural cooperative, cooperative aids, members’ 
livelihood, collective action. 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
Fish farming has a significant potential to make substantial 
contributions to national socio-economic development, 
revitalization and reduction of poverty in the short, 
medium and long term. FAO (2009) argues that over 80% 
of the world's population depends on fish for protein, 
hence, the need for improved fish production, preservation 

and distribution. Manasi et al. (2009) opine that fishing 
farming can support livelihoods of marginal families and 
contributes significantly to the household income and 
provide way out of poverty. The potential cannot be 
effectively harnessed without financial, physical human 
assets,     and      institutionalized      framework,      such     as  
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cooperatives for a sustainable benefit of the present and 
future generations. A cooperative is an autonomous 
association of persons united voluntarily to meet their 
common economic, social and cultural needs and 
aspirations through a jointly-owned and democratically-
controlled enterprise. Cooperatives in the fishery sector are 
ways of maximizing long-term community benefits to deal 
with the threats of fisheries mismanagement, livelihood 
insecurity and poverty – harsh realities for many of the 
world’s small-scale fishers (FAO, 2012). A well designed 
fishery cooperatives can offer substantial benefits to its 
members, its immediate community and the world in 
general (Wielgus et al., 2014). 

In the world, many people especially from rural fishing 
communities are very much dependent on fishery related 
activities for a living. In rural Zambia, fish production is an 
important occupation with about 25,000 artisanal fishers 
and 30,000 others that actively derive their livelihood 
directly from fish processing and trading (Sonjiwe et al., 
2015). The main areas of employment or source of 
livelihood associated with fishery comprises of boat 
building and repairs, net manufacturing, fish processing, 
fuel wood supply, power supply, transportation and marine 
workshops. Fishery employs more than 40% of world’s 
population and about 107 million people are into fish 
processing, distribution and marketing (Mills et al., 2011). 
Fishery plays an important role in supporting livelihoods 
and also forms a source of diet and income for over one 
billion people. Notably, inland fisheries are of particular 
importance to the rural poor, accounting for about 15% of 
global employment (FAO, 2000). 

In Nigeria, fish availability is either by capture, artisanal 
fish farming or by import. Statistics has shown that Nigeria 
is one of the largest African producers of fish, with an 
output of about 817,516 metric tonnes in 2010 (616,981 
metric tonnes from capture and 200,535 tonnes from 
aquaculture) (FAO, 2016).  In 1980, the Federal 
Government of Nigeria decided to boost fish production 
through fishermen cooperatives as effective machinery for 
improving socio-economic welfare of small-scale farmers 
throughout the federation with provision of cooperative 
aids (Olaoye and Adeyemo, 2010). 

Cooperative aid is the support in form of credit, training, 
fishing gadgets, information and so on, given to fishers to 
boast their source of livelihood. When these are not 
provided or lacking, fishing activities suffer a great setback, 
and the members’ livelihood hampers. In Nigeria 
particularly in Anambra North Senatorial zone, many 
fishermen use fishing nets with small meshes that 
invariably catch many juvenile fishes and most times not 
sustainable. These fishermen inability to maintain 
sustainable fish farming could be linked to weak capital 
assets which include natural, financial, human and physical 
resources affecting their level of production and standard 
of living. It is against this background that the study 

examines cooperative aids to members’ livelihood among 
fishery communities in Anambra North agricultural zone of 
Anambra State, with specific interest in examining the 
socio-economic background of farmers’ multipurpose 
cooperative societies in fishery; identifying the forms of 
aids members of these farmers multi-purpose cooperatives 
received from their society;  determining the level of impact 
of these aids on the living standard of these cooperatives 
members; and determining the level of reduction in the 
constraining factors to the fishing enterprises of the 
members after joining the farmers’ multipurpose 
cooperative societies in Anambra North agricultural zone. 
 
 
Hypotheses 
 
𝐇𝟎𝟏:   There is no significant difference in livelihood 

status (human, social, financial, natural and physical) of 
fisher-members before and after joining the farmers’ 
multipurpose cooperative societies in Anambra North 
Agricultural Zone. 

 
𝐇𝟎𝟐: There is no significant reduction in the constraints 

affecting the fishing enterprises of the members before 
and after joining the farmers’ multipurpose cooperative 
societies in Anambra North Agricultural Zone. 

 
 
CONCEPTUAL REVIEW 
 
Cooperative aids received by fishers 
 
Aid is a sort of help or assistance in form of money, 
treatment, equipment or even food given to fishers by 
cooperative societies in support of their fishing activities or 
in sustenance of their livelihood. Encyclopedia (2017) sees 
aid as a help, assistance, or support given to someone in the 
achievement of something. Collins English dictionary 
(2017) defines aid as money, equipment or services that 
are provided for people, countries or organizations that 
need them but cannot provide them for themselves. 
 
 
Livelihood of fish farmers 
 
A livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets (including 
both material and social resources) and activities required 
to provide a means of living (Kuta, 2010). Normally, a 
livelihood is known by any set of economic activities 
through which a household meets its basic needs and earns 
some cash income. When carried out on a repetitive basis, 
this tends to become a “way of life” (Harris and Stefanson, 
2005). A vast majority of people make a living through self 
or wage employment in the agricultural sector. In a broader 
sense, livelihood comprises of people, their capabilities and  
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means of living including food, income and assets. The 
tangible assets are income, fishing boats, nets, and so on, 
while the intangible assets comprise information, training 
etc. The livelihoods should be sustainable environmentally 
and socially. The livelihood of farmers in Nigeria largely 
depends on agriculture and allied agricultural activities and 
the agriculture depends on land, water, agri-inputs, credit, 
market, government policies and knowledge base (Adegeye 
and Dittoh, 2005). 
 
 

Fishery communities 
 

Fishing communities are the geographical areas that have 
rivers that fishing activities are carried out (Manasi et al., 
2009). They note that the communities are usually located 
throughout the basin and are either restricted to a few 
households spread out in a village or living in a locality 
together in groups, or ‘camps’ and range between 4 to 200 
households. 
 
 
Theoretical framework 
 

The theory of ‘Collective Action’ was adopted for this study 
which was propounded by Mancurolson (1965). Collective 
action refers to action taken together by a group of people 
whose goal is to enhance their status and achieve a 
common objective. It is enacted by a representative of the 
group. It is a term that has formulations and theories in 
many areas of the social sciences including psychology, 
sociology, anthropology, political science and economics. 
The theory of collective action advances common interest 
among group of individuals in a given place as contrary to 
traditional economic development models that often 
promote sense of competition within a region and group of 
people. The theory supports the fact that public goods bear 
common and collective benefits. Since there is common 
interest, the theory emphasizes on collective participation 
to foster the common interest of its members through their 
joint efforts. 

An account of collective action according to which this 
rests on a special kind of interpersonal commitment what 
Gilbert calls a "joint commitment". A joint commitment in 
Gilbert's sense is not a matter of a set of personal 
commitments independently created by each of the 
participants, as when each makes a personal decision to do 
something. Rather, it is a single commitment to whose 
creation each participant makes contribution. Thus 
suppose that one person says "Shall we go for a walk?" and 
the other says "Yes, let's go". Gilbert proposes that as a 
result of this exchange the parties are jointly committed to 
go for a walk, and thereby obligated to one another to act as 
if they were parts of a single person taking a walk. Joint 
commitments can be created less explicitly and through 
processes that are more extended in time. One merit of a 

joint commitment account of collective action, in Gilbert's 
view, is that it explains the fact that those who are out on a 
walk together, for instance, understand that each of them is 
in a position to demand collective action of the other if he 
or she acts in ways that affect negatively the completion of 
their walk. She discusses the pertinence of joint 
commitment to collective actions in the sense of the theory 
of rational choice. Searle argues that what lies at the heart 
of a collective action is the presence in the mind of each 
participant of a "we-intention". Searle does not give an 
account of “we-intentions”, or as he also puts it, "collective 
intentionality", but insists that they are distinct from the "I-
intentions" that animate the actions of persons acting alone. 

Bratman proposes that, roughly, two people "share an 
intention" to paint a house together when each intends that 
the house is painted by virtue of the activity of each, and 
also intends that it is so painted by virtue of the intention of 
each that it is so painted. That these conditions obtain must 
also be "common knowledge" between the participants.  
Cooperative-Aids to its members livelihood among fishery 
cooperative communities in Agricultural zones of Anambra 
North Area in Anambra State is herein promised on the 
application of collective action (cooperative organization) 
towards: (i). Common interest behind collective production 
of fish among fishermen' so as to achieve common goals as 
against working alone and competing with each other to 
achieve individual goals; (ii). Achieving economics of scale, 
by participating collectively in the production of fish, 
through joint efforts in advancing their livelihoods; and 
(iii). Promoting common interest encourages collective 
action which facilitates the attainment of common goals 
which also leads to common benefits. That is, the fishermen 
through the cooperative platform (aid) benefit in their 
production of fish and improvement in member livelihood. 
This theory is relevant to the study in the sense that is link 
to the study objective which discussed the benefits of 
cooperative aids to members’ livelihood and compares the 
capital assets received by members in their farm 
enterprises, and impact in enhancing their livelihood. 
 
 

MATERIALS AND METHODS 
 

Research design  
 

Survey research design was employed for the study. The 
choice of this design is because it enables a researcher to 
gather data from the total sample obtained from the 
population of study and easier generalization of the 
findings. 
 
 

Area of study 
 

The study was conducted in Anambra North Agricultural 
Zone of Anambra State, Nigeria. Anambra  State  is in South-
East   geopolitical   zone   of  Nigeria,  which  was  created  in  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Goal
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Collective_intentionality
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Collective_intentionality
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Collective_intentionality
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1991. Its name is an anglicized version of the original 
“OmaMbala”, the native name of the Anambra River which 
is a tributary of the famous ‘River Niger’. Interestingly, the 
river is situated in Anambra North agricultural zone and an 
area for commercial fishing activities. The State slogan is 
“Light of the Nation”. Anambra North Agricultural zone 
comprised seven LGAs, which are Anambra East, Anambra 
West, Ayamelum, Ogbaru, Onitsha North, Onitsha South and 
Oyi. The area is predominantly. The people of Anambra 
North agricultural zone are traditionally farmers and 
mostly fishers due to the large concentration of rivers in the 
area. 
 
 

Sample Size and sampling procedure 
 

The multi-stage sampling procedure was adopted in the 
study. First, the stratified random sampling was used in 
selecting LGAs and cooperatives. To do this, Anambra North 
agricultural zone was stratified into seven (7) LGAs of 
Anambra East, Anambra West, Ayamelum, Ogbaru, Onitsha 
North, Onitsha South and Oyi. Thereafter, the purposive 
random sampling was used to select four LGAs which 
comprised Anambra East, Anambra west, Ayamelum and 
Ogbaru. The choice of the LGAs was not just because they 
are known for fishing activities, but it also made sampling 
easier as the agricultural zone appears too large to cover 
within the short period. 

However, five (5) cooperatives were randomly selected 
from each of the four LGAs. This gave rise to a total of 
twenty cooperatives.  The selected societies are shown in 
Table 1. 

The sample size for this study is three hundred (300) 
members in Anambra North agricultural zone. 
This was statistically generated from the population of 
study using Taro Yamane formula. 
 

 
 

Where;   
n = Sample size 
N = Population 
e = error of sample (.05)2 
1 = unity or constant 
 

Therefore;  
  

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
n  = 300 
 
 

Sources of data 
 

The study generated data through primary and secondary 
sources. Primarily, data were obtained from a unified 
structured questionnaire. While the secondary data were 
generated through textbooks, journals, internet, published 
and unpublished research materials. 
 
 
Validity and reliability of research instruments 
 
The measuring instrument used in this study was carefully 
designed in a systematic way that enabled sound opinion, 
factual and interpretative information pertinent to the 
purpose and objective of the study from the respondents. 
While the reliability of the instrument was established 
using test re-test method. Copies of the questionnaire for 
the study were administered to 20 (twenty) respondents in 
Anambra North Agricultural Zone of Anambra State. The 
same instrument was re-administered to the same 
respondents after two weeks. The coefficient of reliability 
for their responses was established using Pearson 
Correlation Coefficient. The Pearson Correlation Coefficient 
showed a reliability value of 0.811 which was considered 
high enough for the instrument to be reliable. 
 
 
Method of data analysis  
 
The generated data were analyzed using the Statistical 
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). Specifically, the Bio-Data 
of the respondents were analyzed using table of descriptive 
statistics, frequencies and percentages. The research 
objectives were addressed through mean ratings that are 
based on a threshold of 5-point likert-scale. It is stated thus: 
 

 
 
The following decision rules were applied: 
 
 
1. Every form of aids with a mean rating of 3.0 and above 
were rated as ‘Available’ in Anambra North agricultural 
zone, while those below 3.0 were ‘Not Available’. 

               N 

n    =         

           1 +N(e)
2 

 

               1200 

n =                    

        1+1200(0.05)
2 

 
 1200 

    1+1200(0.0025) 
 

1200 

 1+3 
 

1200 

    4 
 

 5+4+3+2+1   

                      =15 = 3.0 

        5 
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Table 1: Distribution of farmers’ multipurpose Cooperative societies in the study area. 
 

S/N Farmers multipurpose cooperative societies Male Female Total Sample size 

I OganiruOdekpe FMCS 45 15 60 15 

Ii UdoamakaAtani FMCS 45 20 65 16 

Iii Christ the king Iyiowa FMCS 45 18 63 16 

Iv Unity Ochuche FMCS 41 12 53 13 

V OrabuezeUmunameFMCS 35 13 48 12 

Vi OganiruAguleri FMCS 50 20 70 18 

Vii Nlidiuto (Udatoin) UmueriFMCS 39 10 49 12 

Viii Ekpe 2 UdeaboUmueri FMCS 40 35 75 19 

Vix Udoka (Igbakwu) FMCS 36 17 53 13 

X Egojijw (Omor) FMCS 50 30 80 20 

Xi Iboji (Umumbo) FMCS 45 10 55 14 

Xii Ugo farmer UmuogwuAnamFMCS 69 20 89 22 

xiii Mercy farmer Umuogwu-AnamFMCS 50 15 65 16 

Xiv IfiteAnamFMCS 35 15 50 12 

xv ObinwanneUmuikwuFMCS 20 10 30 8 

xvi ObinwanneIfiteAnamFMCS 41 9 50 12 

xvii Njikoamaka(Omor) FMCS 60 20 80 20 

xviii Madonna AtaniFMCS 46 29 75 19 

Xix AnuliOroma-EtitiAnamFMCS 35 25 60 15 

xx Igwebuike (Igbakwu) FMCS 16 14 30 8 

Total 843 357 1200 300 
 

Source: Field Data, June 2019. 

 
 
 
2. Any service with a mean rating of 3.0 and above was 
adjudged to have been ‘Received’ by fishery households; 
while those below were ‘Not Received’. 
3. OLS multiple regression was used to achieve objective 3, 
thus: 
 
Asset = b0 + b1X1 + b1X2 + b3X3 + b4X4 + b5X5 + e 
 
Where: 
 
b0 = constant 
b1-b5 = coefficient 
X1 = human capital (dummy) 
X2 = social capital (dummy) 
X3 = financial capital (dummy) 
X4 = natural capital (dummy) 
X5 = physical capital (dummy) 
 
4. Constraints with mean rating of 3.0 and above were rated 
as ‘Problems’, while those below that benchmark of 3.0 
were not a ‘Problem’ to fishery. 
 
The Study hypotheses were tested at 0.05 level of 
significance using z-test. The study rejected the null 
hypotheses when z-cal> z-tab. 

The formula is stated thus: 

 

 
 
Where; 
 
Z =computed z- test value for judging the significance of the 
mean difference 

The formula is stated thus: 

 

Z =  X1-X2 

      √ S
2
 + S2

2
 

         N1   N2 

Where; 

Z =computed z- test value for judging the significance of the mean difference 

X1    = mean of sample 1 

      X2 = mean of sample 2 
= mean of sample 1 

 = mean of sample 2 
 
 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 

Socio-economic factors of the Respondents 
 
The socio-economic variables in Table 2 include sex, age, 
marital status, level of education, experience in years and 
household size. The table shows that majority (78.60%) of 
the respondents were male while the rest (24.40%) were 
female. This implies that fishing in Anambra North 
Agricultural Zone is a male dominated activity in the area. 
This result is in line the findings of Wielgus et al. (2014) 
who    explored    the    potential    of  ecological,   social   and  

The formula is stated thus: 

 

Z =  X1-X2 

      √ S
2
 + S2

2
 

         N1   N2 

Where; 

Z =computed z- test value for judging the significance of the mean difference 

X1    = mean of sample 1 

      X2 = mean of sample 2 

The formula is stated thus: 

 

Z =  X1-X2 

      √ S
2
 + S2

2
 

         N1   N2 

Where; 

Z =computed z- test value for judging the significance of the mean difference 

X1    = mean of sample 1 

      X2 = mean of sample 2 
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Table 2: Socio-economic characteristics of cooperative fishing communities (n=285). 
 

Socio-economic variables Categories Frequency Percentage (%) Mean 

Sex Male 224 78.6  
Female 61 21.4  

     
Age 18-30 30 10.5 43 

31-40 69 24.2 
41-50 148 51.9 
51-60 26 9.1 

61 & Above 12 4.2 
     
Marital Status Single 61 21.4  

Married 164 57.5  
Widowed 59 20.7  
Divorced 1 0.3  

     
Educational level No formal Education 49 17.2  

Primary 68 23.9  
Secondary 152 53.3  

Tertiary 16 5.6  
     
Experience in years <1 4 1.4  

1-5 18 6.3 10 
6-10 171 60.0  
> 10 92 32.3  

     
Household size (No) 1-3 50 17.5  

4-6 180 63.2 5 
7-9 43 15.1  
> 9 12 4.2  

     
Monthly Income (N) N1,000 - N 10,000 2 0.7 N23,630 

N10,100 - N20,000 90 31.6 
N20,100 - N30,000 159 55.8 
N30,100 - N40,000 21 7.4 
N40,000 & above 13 4.5 

 

Source: Field Data, June 2019. 

 
 
economic benefits of adopting fishery cooperatives. The 
table also shows that majority  (51.90%) of the respondents 
were within the age bracket of 41-50 years, while the 
remaining (24.20, 10.50, 9.10 and 4.20%) were within the 
age bracket of 31-40 years, 18-30 years, 51-60 years and 61 
years and above, respectively. The mean age of the fishing 
communities was found to be 43 years. According to FAO 
(2010), 40-45 years is the active age in agriculture. At this 
age, adoption of innovative technology in agriculture is a 
welcome development. Here the farmers are still open to 
change. Table 2 further shows that majority (57.50%) of 
the farmers were married, while the remaining (21.40, 
20.70 and 0.30%) of the farmers were single, widowed and 
divorced, respectively. Majority (63.20%) of the fishing 
communities had household size of 4-6 persons, while the 
remaining (17.50, 15.10 and 4.20%) had household size of 
1-3 persons, 7-9 persons and > 9 persons, respectively. The 
mean household size was 5 persons. Also, the table shows 
that majority (53.30%) of the fishing communities attended 

secondary school, while the rest 23.90 and 5.60% of the 
farmers attended primary school and tertiary education, 
and did not have formal education, respectively. 17.20% of 
the farmers did not have any formal education. Onuoha 
(2017) opines that lack of formal education will poss a 
serious challenge to improving the livelihood status of the 
fishing communities, hence the majority of the farmers had 
secondary education, and there was a progressive 
appreciation to the livelihood status of the respondents. 
Further, the Table 2 shows that majority (60.00%) of the 
fishing communities had fishing experience between the 
bracket of 6-10 years, while the rest 32.30, 6.30 and 1.40% 
of the farmers had > 10 years, 1-5 years and < 1 year fishing 
experience, respectively. The mean fishing experience in 
the area was 10 years. This is in line with the report of Kuta 
(2010), who postulate that, the more experience the 
farmers are the greater the chances to perform better in 
any chosen agricultural sector. The table shows that 
majority   (55.80%)   of    the    fishing   communities   had   a  
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Table 3: Distribution of fishing multipurpose cooperatives societies in Anambra North Agricultural Zone 
according to aids received (N= 285). 
 

S/N Aid received  Mean (x) Std. Dev. Decision 

1 Credit (loan) 3.11 0.21 Agree 

2 Fish preservation centers or facilities 2.72 1.30 Disagreed 

3 Clothing 2.29 1.17 Disagreed 

4 Fishing gears like nets 2.70 1.46 Disagreed 

5 Tools for boat building 1.89 1.49 Disagreed 

6 Vehicles/motorcycles  0.11 1.21 Disagreed 

7 Living facilities (shelter) 1.72 1.30 Disagreed 

8 Medical treatment/mosquito nets 3.29 0.17 Disagreed 

9 Technical assistance/extension services 3.70 0.46 Agreed 

10 Torch light  1.89 1.49 Disagreed 
 

Source: Field Data, June 2019 

 
 
 

Table 4: Distribution of fishing multipurpose cooperatives societies in Anambra North Agricultural Zone 
according to training services received (N= 285). 

 

S/N Aid received Mean (x) Std. Dev. Decision  

1 Improving fishing skills 3.44 0.21 Agreed 

2 Preservation/roasting techniques 3.22 0.30 Agreed 

3 Net weaving  3.02 0.17 Agreed 

4 Net casting  3.73 0.46 Agreed 

5 Engine repair 2.09 2.49 Disagreed 

6 Routine medical check 1.62 0.30 Disagreed  

7 Safety measure in water 3.28 0.17 Agreed 

8 Group fishing 2.00 0.46 Disagreed  

9 Boat rehabilitation training  3.88 0.49 Agreed 

10 Making of feeds 2.11 0.21 Disagreed  
 

Source: Field Data, June 2019. 

 
 
monthly income of N20,100-N30,000, while the rest 
31.60%, 7.40%, 4.50% and 0.70% had a monthly income of 
N10,100-N20,000, N30100-N40,000, N40,100 & above, and 
N1,000-N10,000 income, respectively. The mean income of 
the fishing communities was N23,630. According to Yierlita 
and Perret (2010), income aids the accumulation of asset 
and also brings about improved livelihood status. 
 
 
Forms of aids received by fishing multipurpose 
cooperative societies in Anambra North Agricultural 
Zone 
 
Table 3 is based on the ten (10) items of aids received by 
fishing cooperative societies in Anambra North Agricultural 
Zone. 3 were mean threshold of 3.0, while 7 were below 
mean threshold of 3.0, implying that the major aids 
received by fishing cooperative societies in Anambra North 
Agricultural Zone were credits (loan), medical 

treatment/mosquito nets, and technical 
assistance/extension services. The aids received by the 
fishing cooperatives in the area still needs to be improved 
upon especially in the area of Fish preservation centers or 
facilities to help them preserve their catch. 
 
 
Training services received by fishing cooperatives 
societies in Anambra North Agricultural Zone 
 
Table 4 is based on the ten (10) items of training services 
received by fishing cooperative societies in Anambra North 
Agricultural Zone. 6 were mean threshold of 3.0, while 4 
were below mean threshold of 3.0, implying that the major 
training services received by fishing cooperative societies 
in Anambra North Agricultural Zone were improving 
fishing skills, Preservation/roasting, net weaving 
techniques, net casting, and boat rehabilitation training. 
Training   cooperatives    members   will   help   to   improve  
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farmers’ livelihood status. 

 
 
Advancement in the livelihood Status (human, social, 
financial, natural and physical) of fisher-members after 
joining the farmers’ multipurpose cooperative societies 
in Anambra North Agricultural Zone 

 
The Ordinary Least Square Regression model was used, the 
R2 values before and after joining cooperatives were 0.49 
and 0.77, respectively; these were in conformity with the a 
priori expectation. The coefficient of multiple determinant 
R2 (0.49) and (0.77) respectively indicates that 49.00 and 
77.00% of the dependent variables (asset) were explained 
by the joint action of the explanatory variables before and 
after joining cooperatives; while the remaining 51.00 and 
23.00% were due to error beyond the control of the fishing 
cooperatives. The coefficient of human capital (30.61296) 
and (88.13281) before and after joining cooperatives 
respectively was positive and statistically significant at 1% 
level of probability, indicating that a unit change in the 
number of human capital will lead to 30.61 and 88.13 
advancement in the livelihood status of the farmers. The 
coefficient of social capital (14.0097) before joining 
cooperative was positive and statistically not significant at 
either 5% or 1% level of probability, while the coefficient of 
social capital (44.21403) was positive and statistically 
significant at 1% level of probability (Table 5). This implies 
that social capital had direct impact on the livelihood status 
of the fishing cooperative only when they joined 
cooperatives. It therefore means that a unit change in the 
number of social capital after joining the cooperatives will 
bring about 44.21403 advancement in the livelihood status 
of the farmers. Onuoha (2017) opined that the 
advancement in the social capital that leads to improved 
livelihood status is brought about by functional cooperative 
organizations, encouragement on trust among fishers, 
common goal and community support, equal 
participation/involvement of women in decision making, 
and Cordial and harmonious relationship. 

The coefficient of financial capital (20.16173) before 
joining cooperative was positive and statistically not 
significant at either 5% or 1% level of probability, while the 
coefficient of financial capital (62.52921) was positive and 
statistically significant at 1% level of probability. This 
implies that financial capital had direct impact in the 
livelihood status of the fishing cooperatives only when they 
institutionalized their union. It therefore means that a unit 
change in the number of financial capital after joining the 
cooperatives will bring about 62.52921 advancement in the 
livelihood status of the farmers. Joining cooperative has an 
impact on the livelihood status of the farmers, according to 
Kuta (2010); this impact was as a result of services received 
in the form of credit schemes, surplus income for savings, 
easy access to informal credit groups, interest free credit, 

and investment opportunities. The coefficient of natural 
capital (29.86750) and (18.15350) before and after joining 
cooperative was positive and statistically not significant at 
either 5% or 1% level of probability (Table 5). This implies 
that natural capital is yet to have direct impact on the 
livelihood status of the fishing cooperatives in the study 
area despite the services received in form of open access to 
fisheries resources, use of large meshes that catch big 
fishes, active participation of fishers and other 
stakeholders, free flow of information and network of 
relationship among members. This result was not in 
accordance with the a priori expectation. 

The coefficient of physical capital (10.40095) and 
(36.12128) before and after joining cooperative was 
positive and statistically not significant at either 5% or 1% 
level of probability (Table 5). This implies that physical 
capital is yet to have direct impact on the livelihood status 
of the fishing cooperatives in the study area despite the 
services received in form of Input supply (drugs, portable 
water, net, hook, boat, storage facilities etc.), 
Processing/packaging, Smoking ovens, Marketing services 
(collective sales, protective sales) and Infrastructural 
provision (roads, electricity etc.). This is not in agreement 
with DFID, 2000. According to Yierlita and Perret (2010), 
these services received in a cooperative in the form of 
physical asset bring about advancement in the livelihood 
status among fishing cooperative in the area. This result 
was not in accordance with the a priori expectation. 
 
 

Reduction in the constraining factors to the fishing 
enterprises of the members after joining the farmers’ 
multipurpose cooperative societies in Anambra North 
Agricultural Zone 
 

The reduction in constraining factor before and after 
joining fishing cooperatives by farmers in Anambra North 
Agricultural Zone was analyzed from the information 
generated from the field work. The major constraining 
factors faced by farmers before joining fishing cooperative 
societies in Anambra North Agricultural Zone were water 
pollution, high cost of fishing equipment, old age, climate 
change and bad weather condition, poor cooperation 
among members, no access to extension service, poor 
marketing/low patronage, inadequate funds/capital, poor 
storage facilities, ignorant on availability of loan facilities, 
fishing preservation problem, low savings, ill health and 
poor enlightenment. But after joining the cooperatives, the 
following constraining factors were reduced: high cost of 
fishing equipment, old age, poor cooperation among 
members, no access to extension service, poor 
marketing/low patronage, inadequate funds/capital, lack of 
collateral for loan, ignorant on availability of loan facilities, 
ill health and poor enlightenment (Table 6). FAO (2010) 
opine that institutionalizing farming groups reduce most 
bottleneck faced by farmers. 
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Table 5: Distribution of fishing multipurpose cooperatives societies in Anambra North Agricultural Zone according to advancement in 
the livelihood status (Human, Social, Financial, Natural and Physical) (N= 285). 

 

Variables 
Before joining cooperative  After Joining cooperative 

Coefficient t-statistics Prob.  Coefficient t-statistics Prob. 

Human capital  30.61296 (3.141201)** 0.0058  88.13281 (4.479309)** 0.0034 

Social capital 14.00977 (1.880367) 0.1100  44.21403 (5.819527)** 0.0000 

Financial capital  20.16173 (1.744390) 0.4095  62.52921 (3.418719)** 0.0068 

Natural capital  29.86750 (1.203109) 0.8179  18.15350 (1.839313) 0.1300 

Physical capital 10.40095 (1.639567) 0.1946  36.12128 (1.491550) 0.1107 

  R2 0.49   R2 0.77 

  F-stat. 12.4   F-stat. 44.7 

  Prob. (0.000)   Prob. (0.000) 
 

The figure in parenthesis is the t-ratios. 
* is significant at 5% level of probability. 
** is significant at 1% level of probability. 

 
 

Table 6: Distribution of fishing multipurpose cooperatives societies in Anambra North Agricultural Zone according to reduction in the 
constraining factors (N= 285). 

 

S/N Item  
Before joining cooperative After joining cooperative 

Mean Decision rule Mean Decision rule 

1 Water pollution  3.44 Agreed 3.11 Agreed 

2 None availability of fish 2.72 Disagreed 3.19 Agreed 

3 None availability of fish area 1.99 Disagreed 2.91 Disagreed 

4 Lack training exposure on fish production  1.06 Disagreed 1.35 Disagreed 

5 High cost of fishing equipment 3.01 Agreed 1.55 Disagreed 

6 Old age  3.93 Agreed 2.01 Disagreed 

7 Climate change and bad weather condition  3.00 Agreed 3.17 Agreed 

8 Poor cooperation among members 3.15 Agreed 2.20 Disagreed 

9 No access to extension service 3.49 Agreed 2.23 Disagreed 

10 Poor marketing/low patronage 3.12 Agreed 2.22 Disagreed 

11 Inadequate funds/capital 3.03 Agreed 1.89 Disagreed 

12 Lack of collateral for loan 2.60 Disagreed 2.78 Disagreed 

13 Poor storage facilities 3.45 Agreed 3.05 Agreed 

14 Ignorant on availability of loan facilities  3.98 Agreed 2.56 Disagreed 

15 Fishing preservation problem 3.60 Agreed 3.13 Agreed 

16 Pest/flies challenges 2.51 Disagreed 2.22 Disagreed 

17 Low savings 3.30 Agreed 3.16 Agreed 

18 Bad road/poor distribution system 2.37 Disagreed 3.11 Agreed 

19 Ill health 3.12 Agreed 2.62 Disagreed 

20 Poor enlightenment  3.13 Agreed 2.83 Disagreed 
 

Source: Field Data, June 2019. 

 
 
Test of hypotheses 
 
𝐇𝟎𝟏: There is no significant difference in livelihood status 

(human, social, financial, natural and Physical) of 
fisher-members before and after joining the farmers’ 
multipurpose cooperative societies in Anambra North 
agricultural zone. 

 
Hypothesis one was tested from the multiple regression 
result used to achieve objective 3. The significance was 
tested from the t-ratios produced by the regression result. 
Table 7 shows that human capital was significant at 1% 
level of probability before and after joining the fishing 
cooperatives.   This   implies  that  there  was  no  significant  
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Table 7:  Significance difference in the livelihood status before and after joining cooperatives. 
 

S/N Variable 
Before After 

t. stat. t. stat 

1 Human capital  (3.141201)** (4.479309)** 

2 Social capital (1.880367) (5.819527)** 

3 Financial capital  (1.744390) (3.418719)** 

4 Natural capital  (1.203109) (1.839313) 

5 Physical capital (1.639567) (1.491550) 
 

* Significant at 5% level of probability. 
** Significant at 1% level of probability. 

 
 
 
Table 8: Significant reduction in the constraining factors affecting fishing enterprise in Anambra North Agricultural Zone. 
 

Variable  Mean Std. dev. DF Z – cal. Z – tab. Decision  

Before constraints 3.00 0.674 568 2.20 1.96 Reject the null hypothesis 

After constraints  2.56 0.574     
 

* Significant at 5% level of probability. 

 
 
difference in human capital before and after joining the 
fishing cooperative in the area. Social capital was significant 
at 1% level of probability only after joining the fishing 
cooperative. This implies that significant difference exist 
between social capital before and after joining 
cooperatives. Financial capital was significant at 1% level of 
probability only after joining the fishing cooperative. This 
implies that significant difference exist between financial 
capital before and after joining cooperatives in the study 
area. Natural capital was neither significant at 5% nor 1% 
level of probability before and after joining the fishing 
cooperative. This implies that no significant difference exist 
between natural capital before and after joining 
cooperatives in the study area. Physical capital was neither 
significant at 5% nor 1% level of probability before and 
after joining the fishing cooperative. This implies that no 
significant difference exist between physical capital before 
and after joining cooperatives in the study area. This was 
not in accordance with a priori expectation. 
 
𝐇𝟎𝟐

: There is no significant reduction in the constraints 

affecting the fishing enterprises of the members before 
and after joining the farmers’ multipurpose cooperative 
societies in Anambra North agricultural zone. 

 
Table 8 shows that the mean (constraining factors) before 
joining fishing cooperative was 3.0 and 2.56 after joining 
Fishing cooperative, respectively. The Z–calculated value 
was 2.20 at 5% level of probability. The z-cal. is greater 
than z-tab. (1.96), therefore reject the null hypothesis and 
accept the alternate. The implication of this is that there 
was significant reduction in the constraining factors after 

joining the multipurpose cooperative in Anambra North 
Agricultural Zone. This is in agreement with the report of 
Loera and Zulawska (2013), who embarked on a research 
that tried to identify the impact of fishing cooperatives in 
sustainable development of the Sinaloa region, Mexico. “The 
benefit of cooperative farming is to reduce risk effect 
encountered by individual farmer”. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
Based on the above findings, it will be instructive to 
conclude that they are improving fishing skills, 
preservation/ roasting, net weaving techniques, net casting, 
and boat rehabilitation training among fishers in the study 
area and this significantly leads to improvement on their 
standard of living. The researcher therefore, recommends 
that farmers should be encouraged to organize themselves 
into cooperative societies in order to improve their access 
to Government aids. Physical capital of the cooperative 
should be improved upon through making sure that Input 
supply (drugs, portable water, net, hook, boat, storage 
facilities etc.), Processing/packaging, Smoking ovens, 
Marketing services (collective sales, protective sales) and 
Infrastructural provision (roads, electricity etc.) are 
adequately provided for. 
 
SUGGESTION FOR FURTHER STUDY 
 
The researcher recommends that further studies should be 
carried out to investigate what made physical capital not 
significant   in   Anambra   North  Agricultural  Zone,  among  
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fishing cooperatives in the area. 
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